Social History was central. 3 Their trajectories were marked by similarities and differences.
From the late 1970's, the SSLH's academic direction was challenged by the History Workshop movement. In the USA, Radical History Review and later, International Labor and Working Class History (ILWHC) appeared. By the 1990s, the Workshop movement had faded and its journal turned away from labour history. The SSLH remained the major presence in the field and belatedly sealed its 'institutionalization' by launching the academic Labour History Review (LHR), three decades after the establishment of Labor History. In the USA, journals remained the primary focus. It was only in 1998 that the Labor and Working
Class History Association (LAWCHA) was formed. 4 In recent years links have diminished. Labour history in the USA underwent some decline although LAWCHA has consolidated its position. The SSLH, and labour history in Britain have faltered. New developments in the North American literature -interest in gender, ethnic, global history -have sometimes been pallidly reflected in Britain. 5 While
LAWCHA and its journal, Labor-Studies in Working Class History of the Americas (L-

SWHA)
, have sought engagement with organised labour, the public and people's history, the SSLH and LHR have sustained unrelieved academic agendas. 6 In that context critical analysis of the position of labour history in Britain may prove instructive for historians in the USA as well as other countries where scholars confront dilemmas as to the future of the subject.
Some preliminary points are in order. Labour history is frequently referred to as a field, even a discipline, without a great deal of elaborated analysis of its scope, its unity, beyond its focus on labour, its boundaries and its relationship to other kinds of history. 7 Assertion is made flesh, facts are created, by the establishment of societies, journals and
courses which demarcate what counts empirically as labour history. Nonetheless some scholars have questioned the fitting out of a separate field. They have argued that this further popularizing the subject beyond the academy, whether it engages non-professional historians, is also an issue. The degree to which labour history flourishes in schools, adult and continuing education and labour movement classes and how it is embedded and presented in archives and museums may be perceived as relevant to its health. 15 It is widely acknowledged that labour history declined in Western Europe during the last two decades of the twentieth century. Politically, neoliberalism, the erosion of trade unionism and social democracy and the virtual extinction of 'official Communism' and, intellectually, post modernism, new ways of doing history and the questioning of class analysis, are perceived as causative of a 'crisis' which on some accounts has endured for thirty years. 16 Yet we have more impressions than evidence of the nature and scale of the decline and where it leaves the subject in practice. Greater scrutiny of how labour history is organised and promoted may shed greater light on the situation in Britain and stimulate reflection internationally. It may provide food for thought as to whether labour history as conceived in theory possesses sufficient unity and coherence in practice to justify definition as a field.
Eschewing discussion of the historiography, which may be had in amplitude elsewhere, in favour of evaluating how the subject is taught and organised, this paper proceeds to explore its fortunes in British universities. 17 It considers its reverberation beyond, in schools, the labour movement and among the general public. It documents the position of societies and journals, registering brief comparison with other countries. It concludes with observations about the future. If labour history is to progress it will have to restrain fission, or build bridges between the fragments, develop its persisting intellectual strengths, recharge its organisation and re-assert itself within both the discipline of history and popular manifestations of interest in the past. universities in Britain, although not all offer history. 18 The data was collected in autumn 2010 via email requests to staff in history departments where the SSLH possessed or recently possessed members or where activity was known to the author. Responses were supplemented and extended by examination of the websites of history departments and correspondence with historians. Limited in scope, far from exhaustive, indicative rather than conclusive, the exercise generated useful information on the present position. The last, similarly informal, survey was conducted in the early 1980s. 19 An initial issue was the definition of labour history to be employed. The literature defines the subject widely. It sees it as embracing what some term 'narrow' labour history, the study of workers' institutions and labour movements, and 'broad' labour history, the social, cultural, demographic, religious and other aspects of workers' activities. Some explorations of the field emphasise the need to situate labour in relation to capital and the state and, more recently, transnationally, utilizing flexible conceptions of class and employment. Historiographers have been reluctant to impose temporal restrictions, although a recent paper suggests the fourteenth century as a starting point. 20 For present purposes I adopted an expansive definition based on those expounded or implicit in the literature.
Labour History in British Universities
Labour history is the study of all facets of the experience of those who perform all kinds of labour, including casual, uncontracted or domestic labour, their lives, culture, institutions and inter-relations with other social forces internationally across the past.
The Appendix tabulates in outline, a variety of subject matter taught in universities from serfdom to international Communism. It suggests that the theoretical unity which for many constitutes labour history as a field and which is imparted by a common focus on labour, may diminish or dissipate in the practice of compartmentalized teaching of specific, disconnected or loosely-connected topics or specialised research and writing. Frontier disputes contribute to the difficulty. In other countries the term 'social history' includes 'labour history'. In Britain, labour history covers the social history of workers but so inter alia does social history. Particular treatments of working-class politics, political institutions, population, health or living standards may turn out to be indistinguishable in content and method from political, economic, medical or demographic history. 21 It seems sensible to follow conventional demarcation with its emphasis on unity and the big picture; some scholars, conscious of its breadth may find it arcane or ornamental, of limited relevance to what they do Where labour history is taught, it is taught in fragmentary fashion -one respondent referred to 'bits and pieces'. Whether it is presented in specific courses or as part of hybrid modules we are talking about 'aspects of labour history.' The number of dedicated courses is small. They cover diverse topics: serfdom; slavery; industrialization; Chartism; radicalism;
protest; social movements; the Labour Party; gender; health; employment; and leisure. They are complemented by mixed modules which blend labour history with political, economic, social and cultural history. Such apparent moves towards more total history may be welcome.
One respondent remarked 'labour history still influences a lot of the social history that is taught'. But it is difficult to measure how prominently labour history figures in these classes, how it is handled and how different historical approaches subsist and interact within them.
Serious analysis of labour may get lost: 'my level three course is really more demographic and social history than labour history.' The teaching of bite-sized chunks of labour history in the dedicated modules may ignite or consolidate interest and foster further study. It may curtail deployment of detail, elaboration of context, continuity and connection with other phases of labour history, understanding and unity.
If this applies to students it may apply to teachers. Given the absence of overarching courses in labour history, does a specialist in the history of Communism, gender or ethnicity applied to workers, a historian of miners, domestic servants, the peasantry or immigrant labour, see that specialism as integral to a narrative which embraces, to limit the time-span, the industrial revolution, the development of capitalism across the centuries, Chartism, social was associated with the emergence of separate departments of economic and social history.
The subject was also taught to a lesser extent in departments of government/politics, industrial relations and sociology. 27 The former were assimilated into history departments in the 1990s, although a handful remain, while responses suggest that the teaching of labour history in the latter is vestigial. Reflecting on scale and fissure, older staff who once envisioned labour history as a discrete field were pessimistic about its future prospects in this regard: 'I don't think labour history as such is being taught now … I guess this means that
[my department] no longer teaches labour history … the future seems to promise further segmentation and specialization.' Respondents also felt history generally faced a future of belt-tightening and were concerned about the small numbers of staff engaged in labour history in relation to coming challenges. Labour History' -appears to have evaporated with promotion and retirement. 28 The feeling that the subject is peripheral is amplified when we consider that in 2008 it was estimated there were just under 3000 teachers of history across British higher education.
Staff, Research, Context and Identity
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At one university the retirement of two labour historians means that the subject will not be offered in the immediate future. At another the main labour history course is to be discontinued through retirement. At other universities key players are entering the retirement zone. Age is far from the only operative factor in labour history's increasing marginality.
Some staff who have recently retired and others who are still in post had turned towards new areas before retirement. This tendency marks the career path of the 10 former historians in Table 1 . But it is also reflected in the trajectory of some of our core group of 48 historians.
There are different patterns. The labour history teaching of some older colleagues has diminished although they continue to research and publish in the area. Younger staff who have completed doctoral studies in the subject, early career researchers, may have taught and published in labour history before moving on to new fields.
The provision of teaching in British universities is driven by lecturers' predilections and student demand -with departmental management reconciling the two when necessary.
Labour historians can be under pressure to teach more 'relevant' or fashionable forms of history -in one case, environmental history, in another, the history of medicine. Our survey also disclosed departmental cultures in which labour history was perceived as 'unfashionable'
or 'old hat … no longer at the cutting edge' and was squeezed out of the final cut for courses, despite individual lecturers' interest in offering it. In other instances it had never been really accepted: 'Staff at the "proper" university here with some notable exceptions … thought that labour history was rather beneath them … Seems that perception still applies.' At one university, the small number of takers for a course on Tolpuddle and its representations ensured it was dropped; in another case, a module on the US working class was converted into a general course on twentieth-century American history because of student demand.
Beyond the modules listed in the table, doctoral programmes are relevant to appraisal of the subject. In Britain, they provide a large measure of student choice and flexibility. This affirms the intellectual vitality of the subject: it suggests the contribution it can make to the discipline is far from exhausted.
Changes in context is have been crucial to the condition of labour history. The decline of organized labour and the left is relevant. Union membership fell from 13.3 million in 1979 to around 7 million today. There was no revival under New Labour and density continued to fall to 27 per cent of the labour force. On every index, membership, density, employer recognition, incidence of collective bargaining, workplace organization, strikes and industrial and political 'voice', unions are weaker than during the high-tide of labour history.
New Labour rejected its own history and the idea of a labour movement; it embraced a soft neoliberalism antipathetic to strong unions; it consummated the marginalization of the left.
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How this relates specifically to changes in labour history is more often asserted than argued. impact.
Yet it remains questionable why contemporary decline should of itself stifle interest in a movement's past, particularly periods when it was significant. Moreover, we are not simply talking about unions and parties: from the 1970s labour history extended its traditional concerns with the labour movement to engage with work and workers and their culture . These have changed but not declined while organized labour remains, for all its deficiencies, a progressive force. Further, America seems to constitute a counter-case.
American unions have been in decline since 1950 -less than 10 per cent of private sector workers are members -and are significantly weaker than in Britain. Yet unlike Britain there appears to be little fit between the fortunes of labour and labour history since 1950. 33 The decline of the labour movement together with explanations couched in terms of changes within scholarship -the advent of post-modernism, specific forms of gender and ethnic history, the turn from class -are pertinent. But they have to be situated more widely in the dissolution of the Keynesian social-democratic consensus and the ascendancy of a neoliberalism determined to subordinate labour in all its manifestations. What were perceived as radical subjects came under hostile scrutiny from a state on which universities depended for largesse. Labour history encountered problems with funding and cuts in resources. There was no significant resistance. From the 1980s universities were restructured in neoliberal directions; most academics adapted to new imperatives and a political and cultural ethos which drove new historiographical interests and meant there were fewer opportunities in labour history. Some embraced the cult of the novel; they turned from both labour and labour history to 'sexier' pursuits. In short, intellectual change was influenced by economic and political change. 34 New generations of academics grew up in this context. Neville Kirk has eloquently observed the tendencies antagonistic to labour history in recent years of 'the competitive status-ridden and introverted world of higher education', with its 'institutionalized market-based targets, competition, and monetary rewards'. 35 Insistence on relevance and the 'impact' of research on economy, public policy and society, competition for funding, measurement of research; an, albeit uneven, push towards student markets; grading, hierarchization and pasteurization of (some) scholarly journals;
tendencies to commodification of education, burgeoning of skills training and erosion of universities' always limited role as centres of critique; they are all part of this. The intensification of such trends and their influence on academic agency and marginal subjects are likely to be exacerbated by general financial attrition from 2011; cutbacks in funding the humanities, particularly history programmes; restrictions on postgraduate study; shedding of diminish the prospects for renewal of labour history in universities through the appointment of younger historians.
Those completing PhDs aspire less frequently to teach the history of labour. Those who do, find themselves in a hostile environment and recalcitrant labour market. Posts in labour history were rarely advertised in the past. Convention has generally dictated broadbased appointments in 'modern' or 'medieval' history. Within a general stress on versatility and adaptability, attention is rarely given, as it was sometimes in the past, to labour history as against cultural, political and social history. Specialist appointments are likely to be in these areas or in fields such as gender or religious history, family or heritage history, the history of medicine, the environment, the body, the emotions or sexuality. One respondent noted: 'it is likely that young historians even if they teach and research aspects of labour history would not use such a term to describe themselves. The job market is so competitive today.'
Material conditions structure identity; identity influences action. Once appointed, such new staff tend to move on into other fields of history. Even if they teach modules which contain elements of the subject, 'if they adopt any label at all they wouldn't go for "labour history".'
Significant change is 'highly unlikely'.
It is arguable that labour history has got lost. It subsists in diffuse segments or as an ingredient in broader courses. It is more of a minor strand, a current, a focus, than a field.
Perhaps this is the price of more total history. If so it is one some other fields of the discipline have not paid. Richard Evans' historiographical primer and polemic refers to the influence of Thompson and The Making and discusses the growth of 'history from below.'
Reference to labour history is otherwise spare and incidental. 37 David Cannadine's collection surveying the discipline at the turn of the century has essays on cultural, political, social, gender, intellectual, religious and imperial history. But nothing on labour history. 38 A well-known student reader has one index entry, 'labour history see Marxist history.' 39 The section referred to addresses Hill, Thompson and tersely, Hobsbawm and the labour aristocracy debate. Labour history does not figure on mainstream historiographical agendas or in popular academic discourse.
We should register two points about the back-story. First, the present should not be judged against an earlier 'golden age of labour history.' There was never a belle époque in the university curriculum -as distinct from the wider resonance the subject enjoyed in the 1960s and 1970s. This was fuelled by the publications of the first generation of modern labour historians and it receded from the 1980s. 40 In terms of teaching, labour history grew in uneven, and outside a few centres, circumscribed fashion. It never struck deep enough roots in university programmes, never mustered a sufficient critical mass of courses, senior staff and graduate students to resist academic neoliberalism. The evidence that we have shows limited growth in provision from the 1950s to the 1970s, retrenchment and decline in the 1980s and no significant resurgence when universities again expanded from the 1990s. 41 In this curricular and institutional sense, vital to legitimacy, both rise and fall have been gradual and restricted.
Second, we have noted that some of the founding fathers had reservations about labour history as a discrete field in relation to the drawbacks of fragmentation and aspired rather towards a total social history. 42 It is far from clear that the contemporary integration of the subject with adjacent fields of history in broader modules represents a significant step towards histoire totale. Rather, we may be witnessing the dissolution of labour history into what are considered significant, interesting, or relevant fragments essentially subordinate to narratives which privilege political, social or cultural history. Discussing similar processes in North America, and granting full weight to the positives, particularly the interdisciplinary crossing of boundaries, the leading Canadian historian, Bryan Palmer, concluded with concern: 'Because if "labour history" is advanced by its integration into larger analyses of social, cultural, political and economic life, so, too, is it the case that when a subject cannot sustain its name, it is in danger of losing itself among these many other subjects that have no shyness in proclaiming their identity.'
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Beyond The Academy
From its inception in the 1950s some of the creators of the new labour history, whose main purpose was to lodge it in the universities, insisted that it should reach beyond them.
Scholars should endeavour to encourage 'a revival of interest in Labour History among the people to whom our subject peculiarly belongs.' 44 They were aware of the problems of teaching it to trade unionists: 'History is an intellectually sophisticated study and for most of our students it cannot be a good starting point'; and they acknowledged that in planning classes for labour movement activists, 'it would be necessary to resist the demand that '"the lessons of history" should be presented in convenient packages.' 45 They recognized that union officials were often practical people who wanted education, or training, to deliver results. They perhaps underestimated the degree to which they were suspicious of criticism, their determination to engage with scholars on their own terms, and the ultimate insistence on the part of some power-holders that the education of activists should not question the political and policy imperatives of unions as understood by their leaders. 46 Such problems had not proved insuperable in the past. Labour history had developed from the early 1900s in workers' education, not universities, in the classes of the agencies of independent working-class education, the Plebs League, the Central Labour College and the Celebrating the class struggle, workers' experience, democratization of history and the creation of worker historians, it stimulated pamphlets, a book series, large scale conferences, the impressive History Workshop Journal and local groups. It is not to deprecate its achievements to note that both its impetus and its support came largely from academics, students and adult students, teachers and other professionals. In a time of militancy and radicalism its reach into organised labour remained restricted; it disintegrated by the 1990s as neoliberalism consolidated its hold. Its journal experienced gradual but significant academicization; it followed trends in academic history at fin-de-siécle and by the new millennium it had moved decisively away from labour history. 55 Reflecting on the position in Britain, the Australian scholar, Terry Irving, observed that a 'tension between history as practised and understood in labour movements and as it is pursued by academics is endemic to labour history.' 56 It has been of negligible practical relevance in recent decades simply because the teaching of labour history in the labour movement as well as to other constituencies beyond university students has been so sparse.
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At Ruskin College, home of History Workshop and its animator Raphael Samuel, people's history has mutated into a broader, softer, public history as Ruskin has morphed from a 'trade union college' into a college preparing adults for university and offering some degrees itself.
Public history retains some of the intonations of its predecessor. It asserts the need 'to historicise the present' and for history to break the boundaries of the ivory tower and expand 66 It is difficult to gain a grasp of the bewildering array of history taught today; or progress beyond the tentative conclusion that while social, economic and cultural approaches are deployed, and while 'ordinary people' figure to a greater degree than sometimes in the past, there is little labour history per se.
Anxieties concerning the decreasing number of school students studying history and the consequent appointment of the conservative television historian, Niall Ferguson, to advise the government have provoked widespread debate. 67 In it the importance of history from below and the need to study industrialisation, the Enclosure Acts, the making of the working class and the contribution of Hill, Hobsbawm and Thompson, have at least been raised. 68 Somewhat ironically, the dwindling away of the History Workshop movement and changes in its journal were contemporaneous with a turn to history by sections of the public. 69 There was a growth of interest in local and family history, heritage history, television history, ethnic and gender history, identity history of all kinds. It was driven by desire to discover, connect with, evoke and sometimes celebrate the past. 70 The new 'do-it-yourself' history took further the focus on experience and empathy of History Workshop while discarding its preoccupation with class, labour and emancipation. There were strains of the antiquarianism and neglect of history as a means to understand the past in all its complexities, rather than attempt to relive it, with which History Workshop had been reproached. 71 But if labour and work was secondary, it was not entirely lost in the popular passion for the past. Local bodies such as the People's History Museum, the Co-operative Archive, the Modern Records Centre, the Working-Class Movement Library and more, which had blossomed in the last decades of the twentieth century, continued to attract students and organise regular exhibitions, conferences and events aimed at the labour movement and wider.
Interest in commemoration and local history, some of it at least related to labour, some of it open to a labour dimension or a more rigorous labour dimension, is apparent from regional 
Societies and Journals
The SSLH is the oldest and best known organization of labour historians in Britain and the only one which aspires to recruit practitioners across the United Kingdom. It is far from realising that aspiration. Table 1 influence; attachment to it, its history and its contemporary opportunities and difficulties; the engagement, enthusiasm and optimism generated by pioneering a new area at a time of radicalism and educational expansion: these factors cemented among many labour historians a sense of commonality and community. This was far from complete. Whether one studied women, Chartism, the Labour Party or working class crime, there was an ethos of shared interest, articulated in and reinforced by, membership of the society which helped to make both that society and labour history a small success. On this reading which is underpinned by the membership figures, significant numbers of historians teaching and researching aspects of labour history and conceiving themselves as specialists in that specific subject matter do not consider the SSLH to be an organisation it is imperative to join. They do not consider it a necessary attribute and extension of their scholarly identity, a required forum for intellectual conversation with academic, still less nonacademic, colleagues. There is only in a reduced sense any overarching community of labour historians. 80 The SSLH has proved incapable of stemming fissiparous tendencies, although it has stuck resolutely to the academic path forged by its founders. The launch of LHR as an orthodox scholarly journal in 1996 confirmed that in terms of its constitutional mission 'to educate the public in the field of labour history,' 81 it continued to identify the public with academics. The journal's belated launch 36 years after the society was established and when the society and subject were in decline may have come too late to restrain what were already strong centrifugal trends. Moreover it remained locked into traditional historiographical problematics as surveys of content during its first decade attested. articles appeared on international topics and the majority were published in two special issues on transnational labour history. 83 The book series 'Studies in Labour History', sponsored by the SSLH, has enhanced the profile of the subject. It, too, is written by academics for academics. Twenty nine monographs/collections were published between 1998 and 2009. They covered a wide range of labour history. Nevertheless the publishers who prioritize history and social science monographs discontinued the venture. While this did not suggest confidence in the size of the scholarly market, it was somewhat blunted by the decision of Liverpool University Press, a smaller, less well-known academic publisher, to continue the series with a similar pitch to professional historians. 84 The SSLH's other main activity, twice-yearly conferences, are also aimed at academics. There appears to be little enthusiasm for public history: the only initiative was a series of LHR pieces on public history and museums some years ago. 85 The general situation is unprepossessing: scrutiny of the position of other national and regional associations shows it is not determined. Subjective factors and human agency play a part. Within England itself there are two functioning regional bodies, the North East and North West Labour History societies. Both consist of a mixture of professional and lay historians and those simply interested in labour history. Both have had their ups and downs, their periods of inactivity. Each has a membership which taken together exceeds that of the SSLH and each has attempted to mobilise local interest via conferences and events. Both take an active interest in community archives and museums -the North West society has always had a close relationship with the Working-Class Movement Library -and both produce annual journals. The North East society has been the recipient with the WEA of a grant to examine the political history of the region. 86 In the past there was membership overlap with the SSLH; today it seems that most people are willing to join only one society.
Historians active in the SSLH are rarely active locally. Links between the national and regional bodies which existed in the 1960s and 1970s have been progressively attenuated, a process underpinned by academic change, and are presently almost non-existent. Articles in LHR possess academic kudos compared with those published in regional journals. 
Labour History As A Field
A decade ago a collection of papers reviewing labour history in Britain pronounced it in reasonably good health. Its editor concluded: 'Overall labour history has undoubtedly been successful in getting itself established in the mainstream of British history'. 96 The judgement was limited. It was overwhelmingly based on discrete discussion of the literatures dealing with a variety of aspects of labour history substantially explored in isolation from each other. They were not considered as a unified whole, incorporating and transcending its component parts. There was no scrutiny of teaching; there was only slight, and then historical, examination of organisation. 97 If we look at things differently we may judge things differently. Labour history continues to stimulate research and publication which strengthens the historiography of parts of the subject. 98 If we aggregate these literatures on the page, as they are rarely aggregated in pedagogic practice, if, at the price of some artificiality in relation to such practice, we assemble them historiographically into a field of study and treat the results as a measure of the well-being of that field, then we may find grounds for optimism. If we take account of 'actually existing' balkanization and critically travel the terrain traversed in this article, if we consider the specific weight of labour history relative to other fields of the discipline, how it is organized, promoted and disseminated, we may be less sanguine. it is possible to say something of value to fellow historians, while at the same time engaging a wider audience?' 99 The experience of other countries is to hand. But again change is not without its difficulties.
Modern labour history in Britain has been largely moulded by university teachers.
Academics are academics, with the interests, skill-sets and mentalities of academics, not public pedagogues. Conventional means of creating and presenting knowledge are embedded in the academic process. The intensifying demands of university posts, pressures to compete for research funding, assessment of output, the clamour for more academic publications, as well as the need to master an ever-burgeoning knowledge base, further constrain 'push' education construct restricted conceptions of what is relevant for activists. The adult colleges look towards university preparation and life skills; the school curriculum is crowded with competing alternatives. Imaginative leadership, determination and strategy is necessary if public appetites for labour history are to be developed. If this seems to be the way to go, progress is, to put matters mildly, far from assured. In the end, as in the past, it may depend on external events and a revival of the fortunes of the labour movement. Abbreviations: D deceased; F, formerly taught/researched labour history; R, retired.
APPENDIX
